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Before WOLLMAN, Chief Judge, MORRIS SHEPPARD ARNOLD, and BYE,
Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM.

Arkansas prisoner David Hugh Williams appeal sthedistrict court’ s dismissal
after an evidentiary hearing of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. Williams alleged that
defendants--all prison officials--violated his constitutional rights by searching his
cell, seizing his personal property, delaying in returning some of the seized property,
and housing him in administrative segregation. We affirm.

As an initial matter, we conclude that the district court did not abuse its
discretionindenying Williamsleaveto amend hiscomplaint toadd aretaliation claim
and more defendants, see Bell v. Allstate Life Ins. Co., 160 F.3d 452, 454 (8th Cir.
1998), and in not permitting Williamsto call witnesses whose testimony would have
been cumulativeto his, see Salaamv. L ockhart, 856 F.2d 1120, 1124 (8th Cir. 1988).

Upon de novo review, see Randle v. Parker, 48 F.3d 301, 303 (8th Cir. 1995),
we conclude that dismissal was appropriate. The search of Williams's cell did not
violate the Fourth Amendment. See Hudson v. Palmer, 468 U.S. 517, 529-30 (1984)
(prisoners have no legitimate expectation of privacy in prison cell, and thus Fourth
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Amendment proscription against unreasonable searches does not apply to prison
cells). Defendants' failureto return the property they seized during the search did not
violate Williams's Fourteenth Amendment rights. Seeid. at 536 (when state actor
deprives individual of personal property, individual does not have 8 1983 claim if
state law provides adequate post-deprivation remedy); Ark. Code Ann. § 19-10-
204(a) (Michie 1998 & Lexis-Nexis Supp. 2001) (vesting Arkansas State Claims
Commissionwith“exclusivejurisdictionover all claimsagainst the State of Arkansas
and its several agencies, departments and institutions’). Williamsfailed to show an
Eighth Amendment violation based on the seizure of hismedically prescribed cotton
blanketsand boots. See Sherrer v. Stephens, 50 F.3d 496, 496-97 (8th Cir. 1994) (per
curiam) (inmate who alleged constitutional violation based on delay in treating
broken finger did not submit sufficient evidence that defendants were deliberately
indifferent or that delay adversely affected hisprognosis). Finally, Williamstestified
to recelving sixty-day reviews after which prison officials recommended that his
admi ni strative-segregation confinement be continued.

The judgment is affirmed. We deny Williams's motions on appea for
mandamus and injunctive relief, aswell as his request to add appel | ees.
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